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  Commission Hearing Date: October 19, 2016 

     Commission Action:   
  

 
STAFF REPORT: CITY OF TRINIDAD 

 
APPLICATION NO: 2015-05 
 
APPLICANT (S): Mike Sebring and Cheryl Kelly 
 
AGENT: Sarah Atkins 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 20 Scenic Drive 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Design Review, Grading Permit and Coastal 

Development Permit to tear down an existing 1-story, 
2-bedroom, 960 s.f. residence consisting of two 
detached buildings, and rebuild as a 2-story, 2-
bedroom, 1,988 s.f. residence in a single structure 
within approximately the same footprint as the 
existing buildings. The project also includes a septic 
system repair. No other improvements are proposed.  

 
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 042-131-07 
 
ZONING: SE – Special Environment 
 
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: SE – Special Environment 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: Categorically Exempt from CEQA per §15302 of 

the CEQA Guidelines exempting replacement and 
reconstruction of existing structures and facilities. 

 
APPEAL STATUS:  
 
Planning Commission action on a coastal development permit, a variance or a 
conditional use permit, and Design Assistance Committee approval of a design review 
application will become final 10 working days after the date that the Coastal 
Commission receives a “Notice of Action Taken” from the City unless an appeal to the 
City Council is filed in the office of the City Clerk at that time. Furthermore, this project 
is _X_ / is not ___ appealable to the Coastal Commission per the City’s certified LCP, 
and per Section 30603 of the Coastal Act. 
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SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 
 
The proposed project is located just above Old Home Beach, below Wagner Street, and 
near the base of Parker Creek. The project site is accessed by a long, gravel driveway 
off Scenic Drive. The approximately 0.8 acre property is zoned Special Environment 
(SE), and is also surrounded by SE zoned land that includes steep bluffs and riparian 
habitat. The property is included within the Tsurai Study Area as mapped on Plate 1B of 
the City’s General Plan. However, the property is outside of the 12.5 acres that is the 
subject of the Tsurai Management Plan and Coastal Conservancy easement. The 
parcel is developed with a single-family residence consisting of two detached structures, 
which are surrounded by a large deck that extends toward the bluff. There are also 
residences on the bluffs above the project site to the east and north. Parker Creek and 
the Parker Creek Trail run along most of the eastern edge of the property. Much of the 
property is steeply sloped, ranging from approximately 2 to 50 percent; the existing 
improvements are located on a fairly level bench of land at about 50 ft. in elevation 
above MSL with 2% slope to the southwest. Most of the property is forested except for 
the driveway and building site, with a flat, grassy area to the east of the house. 
 
 
STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
Based on the City’s file information the property was developed with a residence in 
1970. The original residence was the larger of the two existing structures on the site. 
However, that structure was originally located approximately 30 ft. to the southeast of its 
current location. In 1981, the City approved a detached addition to the residence in the 
form of the smaller structure in its current location. During the winter of ’81-’82, El Niño 
storms created huge waves from the south, resulting in the largest episode of bluff 
retreat in Trinidad in modern times. There was approximately 10 ft. of bluff retreat below 
the Sebring (then Iverson) residence. In 1983, the City approved the relocation of the 
original, larger residential structure approximately 30 ft. to the northwest to its current 
location in order to maintain an appropriate setback from the bluff. Finally, in 1995, the 
City issued a permit to restore and repair the existing gabian walls that were installed at 
the base of the bluff below the residence when it was constructed in 1970. The current 
property owners have moved to Trinidad permanently and now want to rebuild and 
consolidate the two structures into one building and add a partial second story in order 
to increase its livability. 
 
The applicants have been working with City staff on this proposed project for more than 
a year and a half. I conducted an initial site visit with the agent in February 2015, where 
we discussed site limitations, zoning requirements and options for redevelopment. The 
property is one of the most severely limited building sites in the City. It is entirely zoned 
Special Environment (SE), within the Tsurai Study Area (TSA), in an area designated as 
unstable, has steep slopes and drainage issues, contains a creek, riparian habitat, and 
a public trail, and is located on a bluff, 50 ft. above the beach, adjacent to the Trinidad 
Head ASBS. Therefore, it has taken time for the applicants to coordinate and put 
together all the necessary application materials. 
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Referrals for this project were sent to the City Engineer, City Building Inspector, 
Humboldt County Division of Environmental Health (DEH) and the local Coastal 
Commission office in November 2015. At the same time, formal referrals were also sent 
to the Tsurai Ancestral Society, Yurok Tribe, Trinidad Rancheria and State Historic 
Preservation Officer. The City Engineer commented that construction will have to 
comply with the R-1 Soils Report that was prepared for this project. The City Engineer 
will also review the Building Permit application and construction plans for conformance 
with the City’s Grading Ordinance. The Building Inspector noted a variety of documents 
that will be required for the Building Permits, including construction plans, a site specific 
geologic report with foundation recommendations, energy calculations, stormwater plan, 
erosion or sediment control plan, and possibly others. Some of these documents have 
already been submitted for your review as well due to the complexity of the site and the 
questions that are likely to come up as part of the hearing. Coastal Commission staff 
had several comments, mostly related to geologic and aesthetic concerns; these issues 
are discussed further below in their own sections. Cultural issues and concerns are also 
discussed in their own section below.  
 
The project has been described as a remodel and addition in most of the supporting 
documents. The applicants do plan on reusing as much of the existing structures and 
foundations as possible, but it is not known how much that will be. For planning 
purposes, it does not really matter if the project is a rebuild or remodel, though it makes 
some difference for the building permit. Because the height, bulk and floor area are 
being increased by 10% or more, the project does qualify as “new development” under 
the Coastal Act and is therefore subject to all the CDP standards and requirements of 
the City’s LCP. However, the intensity of the use is not increasing, since the house will 
remain a 2-bedroom residence. The footprint is also essentially remaining the same. 
The applicants have submitted the following documents in support of their project (the 
ones that are starred are included in the packet; the technical reports are available upon 
request and in the file at City Hall): 

• Site plan* 
• Architectural drawings, elevations and floor plans* 
• Visual / viewshed assessment* 
• Glare analysis* 
• Lighting plan* 
• Engineering-Geologic Exploration R-1 Soils Report 
• Coastal Bluff Setback Analysis 
• Supplemental Information Relative to Coastal Bluff Setback 
• Grading and Erosion Control Plan* 
• Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Repair Recommendations 
• DEH OWTS Repair permit 
• Biological Review 

 
Potential Conflict of Interest 
Commissioner Stockness owns property within 500 ft. of the subject parcel, but more 
than 300 ft. away (approximately 430 ft.). The cut off for an assumed conflict of interest 
is 500 ft., but in small towns, that distance can be reduced to 300 ft. if certain conditions 
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apply. The conditions and responses are included below. It appears that conditions 5 
and 6 are not met in this case. Therefore, there is still a potential conflict of interest. The 
proximity issue is only a conflict based on an assumed monetary change in property 
values due to the project. According to City Attorney Paul Hagen’s Nov. 14, 2008 
memo, when this presumption of a direct financial interest is the case, one of two things 
must occur: (1) the official makes a rebuttal of the presumption of a direct financial 
interest and proceeds to vote; or (2) if no rebuttal is made, then the official must recuse 
themselves and can not vote. Therefore it is an individual decision whether to recuse 
oneself based upon whether the Commissioner feels they will have any financial gain or 
loss from the project. Because the project is not visible from the Stockness residence, 
and access to the site is off Scenic Drive, no impacts to the value of the Stockness 
property are anticipated by staff. 
 
Required Conditions (per CCR §18707.10) 
1. The jurisdiction (a) has a population of 30,000 or less, and (b) covers less than 10 

sq. mi. Response: Trinidad’s population (2010 census) is 362 people, and covers an 
area of less than 1 sq. mile.  

2.  The public official is required to live within the jurisdiction. Response: Although up to 
two Planning Commissioners are allowed to live outside City limits, it is allowed only 
if suitable applicants from inside the City are not available.  

3. The public official, if elected, is elected in an at-large jurisdiction. Response: 
Planning Commissioners are not elected, but are chosen by the City Council from 
City-wide (at-large). 

4.  The official’s property is more than 300 ft. from the boundaries of the property at 
issues in the decision. Response: Commissioner Stockness’s property is 
approximately 430 ft. from the subject property at the closest point. 

5.  The official’s property is located on a lot that is either (a) not more than ¼ acre in 
size, or (b) not larger than 125% of the median residential lots size in the jurisdiction. 
Response: The Stockness property is 19,160 sq. ft., which is larger than ¼ acre in 
size. In addition, a conservative estimate of the median residential lot size in 
Trinidad is 9,044 sq. ft., and 125% of that is 11,305 sq. ft.  

6.  There are at least 20 other properties under separate ownership within a 500 ft. 
radius of the boundaries of the property at issue in the decision that are similar in 
value. Response: This one is difficult to estimate. While there are more than 20 
developed properties within 500 ft. of the project parcel, their comparative values are 
unknown. And the project site is pretty unique due to its limitations. 

 
 
ZONING & GRADING ORDINANCE / GENERAL PLAN CONSISTANCY: 
 
SE Zone Requirements 
The entire project parcel is zoned Special Environment (SE). This is only one of a few 
privately owned parcels that are zoned entirely SE, and the only one that is developed. 
Most parcels with SE zoning also have portions of the lot that are zoned Suburban 
Residential (SR), which is where development has / would occur. According to the 
Zoning Ordinance §17.20.010, the purpose of the SE zone is: “to maximize preservation 
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of the natural and scenic character of these areas through minimizing alteration of 
natural landforms and vegetation and limiting the extent of development in areas 
affected by geologic instability, steep slopes, tsunami and flood hazards on the basis of 
on-site investigations. It is intended that development not be visible from public 
viewpoints more than necessary and that it have a natural appearance.” 
 
Development of any kind is not a principally permitted use in the SE zone (§17.20.020), 
but single-family dwellings are allowed with a use permit (§17.20.030). The house was 
originally built prior to the City’s Zoning Ordinance and prior to the passage of the 
Coastal Act. A use permit was issued by the City for construction of the second building 
in 1981 and again in 1983 for moving the first structure. Therefore, the use has already 
been established under a valid use permit. The use is not changing; not only is the 
proposed structure remaining single-family, the number of bedrooms, and therefore the 
intensity of use is not changing. Additions to existing structures do not require a use 
permit if the use is not changing. This is supported by the fact that the Open Space 
(OS) zone regulations specifically require a use permit for additions and alterations to 
existing structures.  
 
However, the proposed project will result in a substantial change in the external profile 
of the structures, and therefore Design Review is required. In addition, all the specific 
requirements and limitations of the SE zone still apply. There is no minimum lot size 
stated for the SE zone (§17.20.040), because no new lots are allowed to be created. 
The maximum density is one dwelling per lot (§17.20.050), and the maximum allowed 
height is 25 ft. (§17.20.060). According to §17.56.100, building heights are measured 
from the average ground elevation covered by the structure. Chimneys and other 
architectural and mechanical appurtenances are not included in the height 
measurement. Since the building site has already been developed, the native ground 
elevation is difficult to determine. However, the plans indicate that the height of the 
proposed structure as measured from the existing ground elevation will be 25’-4.” Since 
the site is fairly level, the existing and native ground elevations are likely similar. The 
proposed height is 4” above the allowed maximum, and so the roof peak will have to be 
lowered. In addition, the height limit is qualified with a provision that the maximum 
height may be reduced by through the Design Review process if necessary to make the 
required findings.  
 
The following narrative addresses each of the requirements of the SE Zone.  
 
17.20.070 Requirements in tsunami hazard area. 
The Trinidad Zoning Ordinance sets the tsunami hazard area as only 20 ft. above mean 
lower low water. But this data is well out of date; almost nothing was known about the 
Cascadia Subduction Zone in 1980. Current mapping puts the tsunami hazard zone to 
approximately 40 ft. above mean sea level. However, there is no uniform elevation that 
has been set as the hazard zone. Instead maps have been developed for the local area 
based on computer models that account for a variety of factors such as topography and 
aspect. The official maps are on TopoQuads and individual properties are difficult to 
distinguish. However, Humboldt County has digitized the information in their WebGIS, 
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which shows the building site to be outside and above the hazard zone; it is also above 
the 40 ft. contour. A figure showing this has been included in the packet. 
 
17.20.080 Requirements for structures on ocean bluffs 
This section prohibits most structures from being located on bluff faces. Based on the 
geologic reports prepared for this project (Coastal Bluff Setback Analysis and 
Supplemental Information Relative to Coastal Bluff Setback prepared by Gary Simpson 
of SHN), the project is located on the remnant of a coastal terrace, and not on a bluff 
face. There was a question about this in informal correspondence from the Coastal 
Commission staff geologist, because most of the City sits on another uplifted, coastal 
terrace with a separate bluff edge well above the project parcel. However, that concern 
is specifically addressed in the supplemental memo. The top of bluff as determined by 
SHN is shown on the attached site plan.  
 
17.20.090 Requirements for development on slopes near bluffs 
This section is applicable to the project, and the requirements have either already been 
addressed in the project, or have been included as conditions of approval.  
 
A. This subsection requires a minimum 30 ft. setback from the bluff edge for buildings, 

based on site specific geologic and soils reports. The bluff edge was located, and 
the building meets the 44 ft. setback recommended in the bluff setback analysis; the 
setback is shown on the attached site plan. This distance was based on a minimum 
setback of 35 ft. to maintain stability, and allowing for an estimated 9 ft. of bluff 
retreat during the 75-year economic lifespan of the project. The report did 
recommend maintenance of both the drainage system installed at the base of the 
driveway in 2008 and the deteriorated gabian walls at the base of the slope. A 
maintenance agreement already exists for the drain. And while the applicants have 
stated that they do intend to maintain and repair the walls in the future, it is not 
proposed as part of this project. Repair of the gabian walls would require a separate 
permit from the City if and when it is proposed.  

B. This subsection requires that grading and excavation be the minimum necessary to 
accommodate the development. It also requires that grading direct surface runoff 
away from the bluff top. The R-1 soils report recommends that drainage be directed 
away from the foundation. The City requires that runoff also be directed away from 
the septic system. All of these requirements will need to be addressed in a drainage 
plan as part of the building permit process and approved by the City Engineer and 
Qualified Stormwater Professional.  

C. This subsection applies to slopes greater than 20%. The building site has an 
approximately 2% slope. 

D. This subsection requires the construction limits to be staked and limits vegetation 
removal, compaction and grading to within these limits. The construction envelope is 
included on the attached grading plan. This will be important for both this section 
and for determining the extent of the required open space easement (discussed 
below).  
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E. This subsection states that no excavation can occur until after the construction limits 
have been approved by the Planning Commission. The construction limit line is 
shown on the submitted grading plan.  

F. Requires access roads and parking areas to be completed prior to stockpiling or 
construction; this requirement is not applicable since those already exist and are not 
changing.  

G. Requires protection of vegetation outside the construction envelope. This has been 
included as a condition of approval through requirement of an open space 
easement, which is discussed further below.  

H. Requires siting of buildings and appurtenant structures to minimize vegetation 
removal and visibility. The location of structures is not changing. Vegetation outside 
of the construction envelope will be protected by an open space easement. The 
aesthetics of the new building is addressed further in the Design Review findings.  

 
17.20.100 Requirements for development in stream protection areas 
This section prohibits development within 100 ft. of a stream unless that requirement 
would make the property undevelopable. Parker Creek runs along the eastern edge of 
the property within a culvert; replacement of the existing failed culvert was recently 
approved by the City, with construction scheduled to occur next week after the storms 
(the week of the meeting). One hundred feet is a standard stream setback in most 
jurisdictions. However, most jurisdictions also have a reduced setback for culverted 
channels. The proposed building footprint is not located any closer to Parker Creek than 
the existing building. The southeast corner of the proposed footprint may be about a 
foot closer (61’ verses 60’), but the culvert location was not actually surveyed because it 
is underground, so the location is approximate. Setbacks of 25’ to 50’ are common for 
culverted or urban streams, so the 1’ difference is not considered an encroachment in 
this case. In addition, the parcel may very well have been undevelopable with 
maintenance of the 100 ft. setback, which then allows construction within the 100 ft. 
setback.  
 
The new leachfield and reserve area will be located closer to the culvert than the 
existing leachline. The primary field will be approximately 50 ft. from the culvert, and the 
reserve area is approximately 35 ft. from the culvert. The design has been approved by 
DEH, which also has a 100 ft. setback requirement from open channels, but a reduced 
setback for culverts. As part of the recent permitting for the repair of the culvert, I spoke 
at length about the septic design and location with DEH staff in terms of the potential to 
“daylight” or restore the creek to a natural channel. That was determined to be 
infeasible for a number of reasons, one of which was the septic system and its proximity 
to the stream. According to DEH staff, there is no other location on the parcel that is 
suitable for a leachfield. And because the creek is culverted, the leachfield poses no 
little to water quality in the creek. 
 
A biological report was prepared for this project. The primary habitat on the site is the 
riparian corridor and willows and alders surrounding the developed area. No vegetation 
is proposed to be removed by this project. No rare, threatened or endangered species 
were found on the site, nor are they expected to occur. The riparian vegetation provides 
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potential nesting habitat for several species, including two that are listed by CA as 
species of concern. However, considering the existing building site and trail use, the 
area is already disturbed and frequented by people, therefore, species present would 
already be habituated to the residential use. The construction will temporarily increase 
disturbance impacts, but impacts will only be temporary and not significant.  
 
17.20.110 Requirements in Tsurai Study Area 
This subsection requires development to be sited and designed with reasonable 
mitigation measures included to minimize adverse impacts on cultural resources. It also 
requires consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). This 
requirement was in place when the second structure was built in 1981 and then moved 
in 1983, and so was taken into consideration for the existing building site. In 1983, the 
City Planner at the time wrote a memo stating that, “I spoke with Axel Lindgren last 
night, however, and he told me that there was absolutely nothing of cultural value on the 
Iverson building site.” A referral for this project was sent to the SHPO on November 11, 
2015; no response was received. However, the project site is adjacent to the culturally 
significant Tsurai Village, which is accessed through the subject parcel. Though no 
official comments have been received at this time, the TAS have voiced opposition to 
this project. Cultural resources and concerns are discussed in more detail below. 
 
17.20.120 Requirements for open space protection 
This subsection is closely related to §17.56.150 (Public access to the shoreline) and 
General Plan Policy 65. Section 17.20.120 requires areas outside of the construction 
zone to be preserved through an open space easement. Both sections 17.20.120 and 
17.56.150 also require granting of a public access easement along the beach between 
the mean high tide line and the landward edge of vegetation. In addition, section 
17.56.150 requires granting an easement along public trails designated in the General 
Plan, including Parker Creek Trail. In general, these access easements are required 
only for “new development,” which includes any repair, reconstruction or addition that 
results in an increase of 10% or more in floor area, bulk or height of a structure 
(17.56.150.C); this project clearly falls in the category of “new development” for the 
purposes of these requirements. 
 
Policy 65 of the Trinidad General Plan states in part: “The city shall require an open 
space easement or similar agreement to assure public use or designated trails and to 
protect the natural character of Special Environment areas when approving permits for 
allowable development. Such agreements shall cover the portions of the lot which need 
not be disturbed by proposed structures and appurtenant uses.” 
 
For this project, we need to consider three different types of easements--two public 
access easements and one open space easement. The public access easements would 
be along the beach and along the Parker Creek Trail, areas that are already regularly 
accessed by the public. The open space easement would protect areas outside of the 
proposed construction envelope / developed area from further development, but would 
not be open to the public. 
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Public access is one of the key components and requirements of the Coastal Act. 
Technically, these easements should already be in place after the 1981 and 1983 
approvals. However, there is some question as to what extent that occurred. In a 
“Report to the City of Trinidad on the Implementation of the Local Coastal Program” 
prepared by the Coastal Commission in 1989, the easements were called into question. 
However, the report noted that: “The president of the Humboldt North Coast Land Trust 
[now Trinidad Coastal Land Trust (TCLT)] has orally indicated, however, that the 
property does have access and open space easement located over it. It could be that 
these easements were gifted to the Land Trust prior to the City’s action and thus the 
City did not require offers for access and open space easements.” 
 
I spoke with the current Executive Director of the TCLT, Ben Morehead, about this 
property and whether there was any record of easements. He provided me with a 
Quitclaim Deed from 1980 in which the Iversons (owners of the subject parcel at the 
time) granted to the then Humboldt North Coast Land Trust, the northern portion of their 
parcel (042-131-04), which contained a portion of the Parker Creek Trail. That parcel is 
now 042-131-08, owned by the TCLT. The southern portion of the Iverson parcel, where 
this project is proposed, became 042-131-07. The 1980 Quitclaim deed also granted to 
the land trust any land south of the U.S. Meander Line; this meander line is currently 
shown as the southern boundary of the property. This part is more confusing. 
 
The original Murray (federal land surveyor) surveys of Trinidad in the late 1800’s 
indicate that the southern property boundaries, as defined at that time, went beyond the 
U.S. Meander Line to the mean low tide line. However, this may not have been legally 
valid, as the federal government generally reserved lands along navigable waterways 
below the mean high tide or ordinary high water line for the government. There are 
numerous court cases and state and federal laws dealing with property boundaries 
along navigable waterways, and property disputes are still common in court. To further 
complicate matters, my understanding is that the U.S. Meander Line was somewhat 
arbitrary when originally surveyed, does not necessarily correspond to the mean high 
tide line, and generally no longer represents property boundaries. Under California Civil 
Code, Section 830, the State owns the land seaward of the ordinary high water mark 
(OHW) or mean high tide line. When the meander line is used as a property line, more 
recent (1980’s I think) State law has governed that the boundary is actually the OHW; 
some people gained land and some lost it under that statute. Therefore, I am 
proceeding under the assumption that the property extends down to the OHW, and that 
a lateral beach access easement is required, unless the applicants can show that their 
property line does not extend on to the beach south of the first line of vegetation.  
 
Further, when meeting with the TCLT, I found that easements were offered and 
accepted on the neighboring property to the east (Nash, 042-131-05, 30 Scenic Dr.) for 
both access along the shoreline and the Parker Creek Trail. Since the southern 
boundary of the Nash property matches that of the Sebring property, requiring the 
beach access easement would be consistent with the adjacent access.  
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The Parker Creek Trail is another easement issue, because it is physically located 
partially on the Sebring property, and partially on the Nash property. But no easement to 
the trail exists on the Sebring property that I could find, and because of the steep 
slopes, it can not be moved on to the Nash property. Although prescriptive public 
access rights to utilize the Parker Creek Trail likely exist, the City’s regulations clearly 
require an official public access easement. Section 17.56.150.A of the Trinidad 
Municipal Code reads as follows: “As a condition of approval for any variance, 
conditional use permit or design review of new development, the landowner shall offer 
to dedicate an easement for public access, for a period of 21 years, along the ocean 
shoreline from the mean high tide line up to the first line of terrestrial vegetation or a 
distance inland of 25 feet, whichever is the greater, and a 25-foot-wide easement along 
any trail designated in the Trinidad general plan located on the subject property. These 
public easements shall only take effect when a public or private trust approved by 
the city accepts responsibility for liability and the improvement and maintenance of the 
access easement.” 
 
Subsection B includes the following restrictions within the 25 ft. wide public access 
easements: 

1. Existing motorized access shall not be enlarged and where motorized access 
does not exist, it shall not be allowed; 
2. Foot trail portions of the easement shall not exceed 10 feet in utilized width; 
3. Existing foot trails should be used except when design or stability problems 
require a change; 
4. Buffer zone areas on the unutilized portions of the foot trails shall not be open to 
the public. 

 
The way these public access easements work is that they are granted as “Offers to 
Dedicate” (OTDs) the easement for a period of 21 years. They do not actually become 
public access easements until the OTD is accepted by an appropriate entity, such as a 
public agency or a land trust. If the OTDs are not accepted within the 21 year period, 
then they expire. In Trinidad, these OTDs have usually been accepted by the TCLT.  
 
The exact location of the eastern property line in relation to the Parker Creek Trail is 
unknown. I think the main site plan is probably the most accurate. The trail crosses the 
northeast corner of the property at the driveway, and then along and immediately to the 
east of the culvert until it veers to the east and on to the Nash property where the 
vegetation, steep slopes and fence also head east about half way down the property. 
The width of the area between the property line and fence along the trail is 
approximately 20 to 25 ft.  
 
Finally, we must consider the open space easement. Even though the previous owner 
donated a portion of the property to the TCLT, the SE regulations still apply to the 
current project. The size of the structure is proposed to be significantly increased. While 
public access is not likely to be affected, visual resources and viewsheds may be. In 
particular, the house is not readily visible from the beach due to existing vegetation. 
That vegetation should be protected to preserve that viewshed in the future. Therefore, 
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staff is recommending an open space easement for areas outside of the construction 
envelope; this has been included as a condition of approval. The easement should be 
worded to allow some regular vegetation maintenance, including trimming to maintain 
the owners’ views and to control non-native species. Because property was previously 
donated to the TCLT to comply with this open space requirement, the Planning 
Commission may consider other alternatives for protecting the viewshed. 
 
17.20.130 Determination of development feasibility 
This section requires a report by a registered geologist or certified engineering geologist 
for any development within areas designated as “unstable” or of “questionable stability” 
as mapped on Plate 3 of the General Plan. It requires that the Planning Commission 
find that the proposed development “will not significantly increase erosion and slope 
instability and that any potential adverse impacts have been mitigated to the maximum 
extent feasible.” The geologic report must be based on an onsite inspection and 
address all aspects of the project including grading, building, accessways, leachfields, 
runoff and vegetation disturbance. The report must also contain professional opinions 
regarding the following: 

“1.  The area covered in the report is sufficient to demonstrate the geotechnical 
hazards of the site consistent with the geologic, seismic, hydrologic and soil 
conditions at the site; 

2. The extent of potential damage that might be incurred by the development during 
all foreseeable normal and unusual conditions, including ground saturation and 
shaking caused by the maximum credible earthquake; 

3.  The effect the project could have on the stability of the bluff; 
4.  How the project can be designed or located so that it will neither be subject to nor 

contribute to significant geologic instability through the lifespan of the project; 
5. A description of the degree of uncertainty of analytical results due to assumptions 

and unknowns.” 
 
Several geologic and soils reports have been prepared for this project. And the 
applicant has been working with the Coastal Commission geologist to ensure all current 
requirements are met, since the current Coastal Act regulations are somewhat stricter 
than Trinidad’s ordinance from 1980. Trinidad’s regulations focus on the potential 
impacts of the structure on bluff stability, but current Coastal Act regulations also require 
consideration of the impacts of bluff instability and bluff retreat on the structure. While 
none of the reports make the above findings verbatim, both geologists were given 
copies of the City’s regulations, and the reports do address all the issues in the findings. 
The R-1 Soils Report focuses on the impact of the building on site stability and ensuring 
that the excavation, fill and foundations are engineered such that stability is maintained. 
The Bluff Setback Analysis and supplemental memo focus on the stability of the site 
and potential impact of bluff stability on the project over its 75 year economic lifespan.  
 
The R-1 Soils Report addressed the following items:  

• Description of site terrain and local geology. 
• An interpretation of subsurface soil and groundwater conditions based on our 

exploration. 
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• Logs of soil profile characteristics observed within test excavations. 
• Assessment of potential earthquake-related geologic and geotechnical hazards 

including surface fault rupture, liquefaction, differential settlement, and site slope 
instability. 

• Discussion of potential geologic-hazard mitigation measures, as appropriate. 
• Seismic design parameters per 2013 California Building Code (CBC), including 

Seismic Design Category, Site Class, and Spectral Response Accelerations. 
• Discussion of appropriate foundation design options. 
• Recommendations regarding foundation elements, including: 

o Allowable bearing pressures (dead, live, and seismic loads) 
o Evaluation of potential foundation settlement 
o Minimum foundation embedment 

• Recommendations for earthwork; site and subgrade preparation; fill material; fill 
placement and compaction requirements; and criteria for temporary excavation 
support. 

• Recommendations for construction materials testing and inspection, as 
appropriate. 

 
The R-1 Soils Report concluded that: “Based on the results of our research and 
explorations, and provided that our recommendations our adhered to, it is our opinion 
that the building site on parcel 042-131-007, is suitable for the proposed remodeling as 
described to us and summarized briefly in Section 1.1 of this report.” The report made 
several recommendations, including 6.2 through 6.12 and 7.1, which will be required to 
be adhered to through conditions of approval. Recommendation 6.1 has to do with bluff 
setbacks, which were more fully addressed in the SHN reports. Recommendation 6.13 
has to do with the potential paving of the driveway, which is not proposed at this time. If 
it were proposed in the future, additional City approval would be required, so that 
recommendation is not applicable to this project.  
 
The Bluff Setback Analysis concluded that (5): “Based on the results of the bluff setback 
analysis herein, we conclude that the proposed remodeling and addition to the existing 
structures is reasonable from a geologic standpoint, as long as the improvements 
outlined above area maintained, and you acknowledge the risk associated with the 
inherent uncertainty of development at the site.” The Supplemental Information memo 
further concluded that: “As such, we conclude that development of the site is consistent 
with the relevant LCP provisions. The subject terrace is not an unstable landform; rather 
it appears as a late Pleistocene age terrace remnant upon which the Tsurai Village was 
developed and occupied for a long time period.”  
 
The Bluff Setback Analysis includes a couple of recommendations that don’t lend 
themselves to being simple conditions of approval. One is that the drainage system 
installed at the base of the driveway should be maintained. The drain collects water 
from the base of the driveway, which is directed through a pipe to the Parker Creek 
culvert outlet. This drainage system was installed with funding from the City and the 
Coastal Conservancy to protect the Tsurai Village, which was being impacted by water 
draining from the hillside and flowing down the Sebring driveway. The City already has 
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an easement over the Sebring property to maintain the storm drain, because it was paid 
for with public funds. Trinidad Public Works staff maintains the drain on a regular basis 
to ensure that it continues to function. In fact, City staff cleaned out the drain on October 
10 in preparation for upcoming rainstorms. Therefore, this recommendation is already 
met.  
 
The other recommendation was to repair and maintain the gabian walls at the base of 
the bluff on this property. The gabian walls were installed in 1970 when the house was 
originally built. They were repaired in 1995 under a permit from the City. Under today’s 
standards, that type of shoreline protection structure may not be allowed to be built, but 
the owners still have a right to repair and maintain them. Though repair and 
maintenance is normally exempt from permit requirements, because activity would need 
to occur on the beach, a permit would be required. However, that is not part of the 
proposed project at this time, and can not be included as a condition of approval, 
because a separate discretionary permit is required. I spoke with the applicants, and 
they do intent to repair and maintain the gabian walls as needed. They are aware that 
they will need a permit from the City to do so when proposed.  
 
Design and Aesthetics 
The proposed construction includes combining the two existing structures into one 
footprint and adding a second story. Except for a small portion behind the smaller, 
eastern structure, the entirety of the proposed footprint is already covered by either the 
buildings or the large deck. The applicants propose to reuse as much of the existing 
structures and foundation as possible. However, improvements to the foundation are 
required, and much of the building will be new construction. The existing deck will 
remain except where it will be replaced with the proposed addition. Project square 
footages are shown in Table 1.  

TABLE 1 - AREAS 
 EXISTING PROPOSED 
LOT AREA  34,400 s.f. 34,400 s.f.  
   
FLOOR AREAS   
Total Residence 960 s.f. 1,988 s.f. 
Footprint of residence 960  s.f.  1,316 s.f. 
   
FLOOR TO LOT AREA RATIO   
Total Residence  2.7% 5.8% 
Total Footprint (lot coverage)  2.7% 3.8% 

 
The Trinidad General Plan and Zoning Ordinance protect importance public coastal 
views from roads, trails and vista points and private views from inside residences 
located uphill from a proposed project from significant obstruction. Due to the project 
location, including the fact that this residence sits much lower than any nearby 
residence, impacts to private views are not expected. However, also because of the 
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site’s location adjacent to a public trail and to Old Home Beach, public views and 
viewsheds could be affected.  
 
The applicants have submitted architectural drawings and elevations of the proposed 
structure that indicate the materials and colors to be used. In addition, the applicants 
have submitted a viewshed assessment of existing and proposed views from several 
key viewpoints, including the pier, Parker Creek Trail and the western property 
boundary (access to the Tsurai Village Site). The applicants have also submitted photos 
from three different vantage points on the beach, showing that the current residence is 
not visible (though a portion of the existing deck is). The applicant has been requested 
to place story poles before the meeting to indicate the maximum extent of the proposed 
structures; however, severe weather may interfere with the placement of those. 
Planning Commissioners are encouraged to visit the site before the meeting. 
 
Due to existing vegetation and topography, the proposed addition will not be readily 
visible from areas seaward of the property, including the beach and pier. The addition of 
the second story will increase the visibility of the structure from the Parker Creek Trail, 
and likely from the village site as well. The siding is proposed to be naturally stained, 
random width, vertical wood siding to blend in with the natural surroundings. The roofing 
material will be standing seam metal roofing in a grey color with a matte finish. 
Proposed lighting will be shielded and directed downward to avoid impacts to sensitive 
habitats and neighboring properties. Glare was brought up as a potential issue by 
Coastal Commission staff. The applicants have submitted a glare study that indicates 
the time periods and locations that glare could be an issue. The study indicates 
potential for glare off the ocean-facing living room windows for a couple of hours in the 
mornings and in the evenings. The morning glare only occurs in the winter, and evening 
glare occurs for less than two hours. Based on the angles, it appears that people on the 
beach or bay could be impacted if the house were visible. But the house is not visible 
from the beach due to vegetation. The same vegetation that screens the view of the 
house should also screen most or all of the glare. In addition, the size and expanse of 
windows is less than many existing residences that are visible from the shoreline. No 
substantial impacts are expected.  
 
Other 
The Zoning Ordinance (§ 17.56.180) requires 2 off-street parking spaces other than any 
garage spaces for single-family dwellings. Each parking space is required to be 18 ft. 
long and 8.5 ft. wide. The existing parking area accommodates the required parking 
spaces, and the project will not result in the need for additional parking.  
 
There are no required setbacks included in the SE zone regulations. However, setbacks 
would not be an issue regardless. The smallest setback is 57’ to the western property 
line. This site is already connected to services and utilities. 
 
The City does not have specific regulations for landscaping. However, there are new 
Statewide landscaping regulations that apply to the City. In addition, under the Coastal 
Act, impacts to coastal resources from landscaping should be considered. No changes 
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in landscaping on the project property are proposed at this time. The applicants have 
stated that they do conduct periodic maintenance on the existing vegetation (which 
should be considered and allowed in any open space easement). The treetops in front 
of the house are trimmed a few feet each year to maintain their existing height. The 
blackberries around the house are also trimmed back each year to keep them from 
encroaching into the yard. In addition, vegetation in the drainage ditch along the 
driveway is trimmed approximately monthly. The applicants have stated that they prefer 
native landscaping and that they are working with a local company to obtain native 
plants for revegetating areas disturbed during the culvert repair. Due to the sensitivity of 
the surrounding area, and the slope stability issues, it is important that only native plants 
that require no irrigation are planted in the ground on the property. This has been 
included as a condition of approval.  
 
The City’s Grading Ordinance is found in Chapter 15.16 of the City’s Municipal Code. 
The ordinance is fairly technical, and responsibility for implementing it falls mainly on 
the City Engineer. However, grading (excavation and / or fill) is considered 
development, necessitating a coastal development permit, a public hearing, and 
approval by the Planning Commission. Therefore, this project has been noticed as a 
grading permit, because earthmoving will be required for work on the foundation. The 
applicants have submitted a grading and erosion control plan, which will need to be 
reviewed and approved by the City Engineer. All requirements of the grading ordinance 
are required to be met to the satisfaction of the City Engineer as part of the conditions of 
approval.  
 
 
CEQA 
 
The CA Environmental Quality Act requires analysis of the impacts from development 
projects. CEQA does contain a variety of “categorical exemptions” for different types of 
projects that normally do not have significant impacts on the environment. Residential 
development usually clearly falls into these exemptions. However, because the site is 
zoned SE, and it contains, and is adjacent to, sensitive habitat and resources, more 
consideration should be given to CEQA. If the site were vacant, a new residence may 
require preparation of an Initial Study, the first step in the CEQA process, because it is 
not in a residential zone. However, because the site is already developed, the project 
does fall under the Class 2 exemption (§15302 of the CEQA Guidelines) for 
“replacement and reconstruction of existing structures and facilities where the new 
structure will be located on the same site as the structure replaced and will have 
substantially the same purpose and capacity as the structure replaced.” 
 
However, there are also exceptions to the exemptions (CEQA Guidelines §15300.2) in 
the case of unusual circumstances. There is an exception for projects located within a 
sensitive environment, but that exception only applies to exemption Classes 3, 4, 5, 6 
and 11, and may not apply anyway due to the specifics of the exception. Exceptions 
that could apply include the following, along to a response for each one. When 
considering the possible impacts and exceptions, keep in mind that impacts under 
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CEQA are measured using the existing conditions as a baseline, which includes a 2-
bedroom residence in basically the same footprint. Therefore, the only impacts that 
should be considered would be from the increased size of the residence, not as if it was 
a new residence on a vacant lot. 

(b)  Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the 
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, 
over time is significant. Response: For cumulative impacts to be considered 
significant, this project’s individual contribution to the cumulative impact would 
have to be “considerable.” Because the project footprint and intensity of use are 
not increasing, there is no evidence that this project would have a considerable 
contribution to any cumulative impact.  

(c)  Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where 
there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on 
the environment due to unusual circumstances. Response: The project site is 
unusual for a developed lot in Trinidad, but not that unusual for the north coast. 
The fact that the project is located adjacent to the culturally significant Tsurai 
Village Site makes it somewhat unique. However, the project complies with all of 
the rigorous requirements of the SE zone (which went through a CEQA analysis 
when adopted), and there is no evidence that it will have significant impacts.  

(d)  Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which 
may result in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, 
historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway 
officially designated as a state scenic highway. This does not apply to 
improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted negative 
declaration or certified EIR. Response: There are no designated State Scenic 
Highways in Humboldt County. Highway 101 through the Trinidad area is eligible 
for listing, but the project is not visible from 101, or Scenic Drive. 

(e)  Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project 
located on a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 
65962.5 of the Government Code. Response: The project site is not a hazardous 
waste site.  

(f)  Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project 
which may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource. Response: Historic resources include cultural resources. A recent 
addition to CEQA (AB 52) requires formal consultation with Tribes in the CEQA 
process. However, those requirements do not apply to exemptions. In addition, 
the City has reached out to the Tribal entities to the extent feasible to get input on 
this project. No substantial comments have been received at the time of writing 
this staff report. Cultural resources are discussed further below.  

 
 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
The project is located within the Tsurai Study Area (TSA) as mapped on Plate 1B of the 
General Plan, but it is not within the 12.5 acres that is the subject of the Tsurai 
Management Plan (TMP) and Coastal Conservancy easement. However, it is adjacent 
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to the 12.5 acres and close to the village site itself. Therefore the area is considered 
culturally sensitive. This consideration was brought up early in the application process, 
and I suggested that the applicants consult with the Tsurai Ancestral Society (TAS) prior 
to designing the project so they could address at least some of their concerns up front. 
Unfortunately, the TAS representative backed out of a scheduled site visit at the last 
minute stating that the TAS Board could not provide comments until having the project 
plans and studies. However, they did express general concerns related to increased 
living space, increased water use, increased sewage output, impacts to the viewshed of 
the village site, and impacts to Parker Creek, slope stability, and the foundation. Sarah 
Lindgren-Akana noted that “since this [project] is located directly within the village 
nucleus, it’s [sic] impact will be more significant no matter what.”  
 
Once the applicants had submitted a proposed design along with most of the required 
studies and reports, formal referrals were sent to the TAS, Yurok Tribe, Trinidad 
Rancheria and the State Historic Preservation Officer. The only response to the project 
that I got was from Robert McConnell, Heritage Preservation Officer for the Yurok Tribe. 
He expressed concerns over the second story and whether that would have a negative 
impact on the privacy of the TAS conducting ceremonies at the village site. He also had 
concerns about any increased loading to the septic system. The applicants have 
expressed a willingness to remove the west facing second story window to maintain 
privacy for the village site; making the glass opaque may also address this concern. 
Because the number of bedrooms is not proposed to increase, loading on the septic 
system is not expected to increase. The proposed repair has additional leachfield area 
compared to the existing system.  
 
At the request of the TAS, electronic copies of the application documents were sent to 
the Tsurai Management Team (TMT), which consists of representatives of the City, CA 
Coastal Conservancy, Yurok Tribe and TAS. The TMT meets regularly to discuss 
implementation of the Tsurai Management Plan (TMP) and other issues related to the 
TSA. They discussed this project at their December 2015 and January 2016 meetings. I 
did not attend the meeting, and no written comments were provided. However, I spoke 
with the City Manager who was in attendance. It seems clear that the TAS 
representatives had objections to the project for the reasons expressed above. There 
were not clear objections from other members of the TMT. The TAS expressed a 
concern about offering specific recommendations to improve the project, lest those 
comments be taken as supporting the project if those recommendations are included.  
 
Public notices were sent to neighboring property owners, the Tribal entities and the TMT 
on October 5, 2016. In addition, the applicants have stated that they have reached out 
to the TAS again themselves. I have not received any additional comments or 
objections. I expect that the TAS will make their concerns more clear in written 
comments at or prior to the meeting. It appears that the application materials do 
address the concerns over things like slope stability and increased water usage (which 
is not expected). Removing the west facing second story window would preserve 
privacy for those within the village site. However, the viewshed from the village may still 
be impacted, but without more specific input, I don’t know how significant those impacts 
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are. A condition of approval has been included that the applicants must hire a qualified 
cultural monitor to be onsite during all soil disturbing activities.  
 
 
SLOPE STABILITY 
 
The project is located in an area mapped as ‘unstable’ on Plate 3 of the General Plan. 
Geologic investigations were conducted in accordance with §17.20.130 of the Zoning 
Ordinance (determination of development feasibility). Slope stability was previously 
discussed in more detail under specific Zoning Ordinance sections 17.20.090 and 
17.20.130 above. 
 
 
SEWAGE DISPOSAL 
 
This project does involve installation of a new leachfield. An investigation of the existing 
septic system was conducted by Trinity Valley Consulting Engineers. The existing 
system consists of a 1200 gal. tank, an approximately 500 gal. pump chamber and one 
60’ leachline. It was found that the existing leachline has failed. Water use in June and 
July 2015 was significantly higher than normal, which agrees with the suggestion in the 
report that a leak may have been at least partially to blame. The applicants have 
obtained a repair permit from DEH to abandon the existing leachline and install two new 
40’ lines just north of the existing line; a reserve area is also included in the design. The 
number of bedrooms is not proposed to be increased as a result of this project. 
Therefore, the DEH permit is considered a repair, which does not require the system to 
be brought up to current standards. 
 
However, §13.12.410 of the City’s OWTS ordinance requires compliance with the City’s 
OWTS Program as part of any permit for development. The OWTS program guidelines 
suggest that systems be brought up to current standards as part of any substantial 
improvements to a property. I spoke at length with DEH staff about this system. He is 
comfortable with the system as designed, but admitted that the property might not be 
developable under current standards, if it were vacant, due to the possibility of high 
groundwater and poorly leaching soils (because of the high clay content). In this case, 
the repair design has been engineered based on laboratory soil testing, which is not a 
requirement for repair permits, and it includes a reserve area. DEH staff suggested that 
the next steps, if the City felt more was needed, would be to install monitoring well(s) to 
look at groundwater levels and water quality and / or conduct wet weather testing (which 
could lead to additional requirements), or require installation of a pretreatment unit. 
 
One consideration is that the existing system qualified as “failed,” and DEH has already 
approved a repair permit. This is normally a separate process outside of City 
jurisdiction, because DEH serves as the City’s Health Dept. However, due to the 
proximity of the OWTS to the Tsurai Village and Parker Creek and the Trinidad Bay 
ASBS, additional review and a higher standard are justifiable. City staff recommends 
that the applicants be required to install either a pretreatment unit or monitoring wells. If 
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monitoring wells are required, one should be installed within or near the leachfield for 
monitoring groundwater and one installed downslope, close to the existing edge of 
vegetation for monitoring water quality. The owners would be required to have those 
periodically checked by a qualified person and the results submitted periodically as part 
of the conditions of their OWTS Operating Permit. Standards would be established by 
City staff in consultation with DEH staff, and if those standards were exceeded, then a 
pretreatment unit would be required at that time. The applicants may prefer installation 
of the pretreatment unit now, because that would not require future monitoring other 
than regular inspections under the City’s OWTS program.  
 
 
DESIGN REVIEW / VIEW PROTECTION FINDINGS: 
 
Because the project proposes changes to the external profile of the structure and is not 
exempt (§17.72.070.C) from a CDP, §17.60.030 requires Design Review and View 
Preservation Findings to be made. The required findings are written in a manner to 
allow approval, without endorsing the project. However, if public hearing information is 
submitted or public comment received indicating that views, for instance, may be 
significantly impacted, or the structure proposed is obtrusive, the findings should be 
reworded accordingly. 
 
Design Review Criteria 
 
A. The alteration of natural landforms caused by cutting, filling, and grading shall be 

minimal. Structures should be designed to fit the site rather than altering the 
landform to accommodate the structure. Response: The building is located on a flat 
portion of the lot. The existing foundation will be utilized to the extent possible, so 
that soil disturbance is minimized. Existing topography will not be altered. 

 
B. Structures in, or adjacent to, open space areas should be constructed of materials 

that reproduce natural colors and textures as closely as possible. Response: The 
project is not located in or adjacent to any areas zoned open space, but it is adjacent 
to the beach and a public trail. Siding is proposed to consist of naturally stained, 
random width, vertical wood siding. The roof will be standing seam metal roofing in 
grey. Though metal is not a natural material, the standing seams match the lines of 
the vertical siding and the color is an earth tone. It is also consistent with a number 
of other houses that are visible from the beach. In addition, due to the project’s 
location, as well as existing vegetation and a fence, it is not readily visible from most 
viewpoints. 

 
C. Materials and colors used in construction shall be selected for the compatibility both 

with the structural system of the building and with the appearance of the building’s 
natural and man-made surroundings. Preset architectural styles (e.g. standard fast 
food restaurant designs) shall be avoided. Response: The project is not located in or 
adjacent to any areas zoned open space, but it is adjacent to the beach and a public 
trail. Siding is proposed to consist of naturally stained, random width, vertical wood 
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siding. The roof will be standing seam metal roofing in grey. Though metal is not a 
natural material, the standing seams match the lines of the vertical siding and the 
color is an earth tone. It is also consistent with a number of other houses that are 
visible from the beach. In addition, due to the project’s location, as well as existing 
vegetation and a fence, it is not readily visible from most viewpoints. 

 
D. Plant materials should be used to integrate the manmade and natural environments 

to screen or soften the visual impact of new development, and to provide diversity in 
developed areas. Attractive vegetation common to the area shall be used. 
Response: No changes in landscaping are proposed at this time. Existing vegetation 
on the property, including that which screens the residence from the beach and trail 
will be protected through an open space easement.  

 
E. On-premise signs should be designed as an integral part of the structure and should 

complement or enhance the appearance of new development. Response: No signs 
are proposed as part of this project. 

 
F. New development should include underground utility service connections. When 

above ground facilities are the only alternative, they should follow the least visible 
route, be well designed, simple and unobtrusive in appearance, have a minimum of 
bulk and make use of compatible colors and materials. Response: No changes to 
the existing underground utilities are proposed.  

 
G. Off-premise signs needed to direct visitors to commercial establishments, as allowed 

herein, should be well designed and be clustered at appropriate locations. Sign 
clusters should be a single design theme. Response: No off-premise signs are 
proposed as part of this project. 

 
H. When reviewing the design of commercial or residential buildings, the committee 

shall ensure that the scale, bulk, orientation, architectural character of the structure 
and related improvements are compatible with the rural, uncrowded, rustic, 
unsophisticated, small, casual open character of the community. In particular: 
1. Residences of more than two thousand square feet in floor area and multiple 

family dwellings or commercial buildings of more than four thousand square feet 
in floor area shall be considered out of scale with the community unless they are 
designed and situated in such a way that their bulk is not obtrusive. Response: 
The proposed square footage of the structure will be near the 2,000 s.f. 
maximum guideline. Most oceanfront homes in Trinidad are at or above 2,000 s.f. 
This development does not include a garage or other accessory structures that 
would not count towards the square footage, so the bulk is less than most 
residential development. The architectural features, design and exterior colors 
and materials help blend the structure into its surroundings. Due to the project’s 
location, the building is not readily visible from most viewpoints. Existing 
vegetation surrounding the building site also helps to soften the appearance of 
the structure and minimize its visibility. 
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2. Residential and commercial developments involving multiple dwelling or business 
units should utilize clusters of smaller structures with sufficient open space 
between them instead of a consolidated structure. Response: No such 
development is proposed.  

 
View Protection 
 
A. Structures visible from the beach or a public trail in an open space area should be 

made as visually unobtrusive as possible. Response: This project is visible from the 
Parker Creek Trail, but is not readily visible from the beach and surrounding areas. 
Architectural renderings have been provided to show the view from the trail where it 
crosses the driveway. Note there is a fence that runs along the west side of the trail 
that would mostly block the view of the structure from the trail; the view in the 
architectural drawings is through the open gate. Exterior materials and colors have 
been chosen for compatibility with the surrounding environment. Existing vegetation 
that screens the structure will be required to remain through an open space 
easement.   

 
B. Structures, including fences over three feet high and signs, and landscaping of new 

development, shall not be allowed to significantly block views of the harbor, Little 
Trinidad Head, Trinidad Head or the ocean from public roads, trails, and vista points, 
except as provided in subdivision 3 of this subsection. Response: Based on the 
architectural drawings, the structure will block part of the view of Trinidad Head and 
Trinidad Bay from the Parker Creek Trail when looking through the open gate on the 
driveway. Otherwise, due to the project’s location, the only public viewpoints of the 
structure would be from well above it or below it from the shoreline. Impacts to public 
views are not significant.   

 
C. The committee shall recognize that owners of vacant lots in the SR and UR zones, 

which are otherwise suitable for construction of a residence, are entitled to construct 
a residence of at least fifteen feet in height and one thousand five hundred square 
feet in floor area, residences of greater height as permitted in the applicable zone, or 
greater floor area shall not be allowed if such residence would significantly block 
views identified in subdivision 2 of this subsection. Regardless of the height or floor 
area of the residence, the committee, in order to avoid significant obstruction of the 
important views, may require, where feasible, that the residence be limited to one 
story; be located anywhere on the lot even if this involves the reduction or 
elimination of required yards or the pumping of septic tank wastewater to an uphill 
leach field, or the use of some other type of wastewater treatment facility: and adjust 
the length-width-height relationship and orientation of the structure so that it 
prevents the least possible view obstruction. Response: The project will not be 
located on a vacant lot, nor is it in the SR or UR zone. 

 
D. If a residence is removed or destroyed by fire or other means on a lot that is 

otherwise usable, the owner shall be entitled to construct a residence in the same 
location with an exterior profile not exceeding that of the previous residence even if 
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such a structure would again significantly obstruct public views of important scenes, 
provided any other nonconforming conditions are corrected. Response: There was 
no residence that was destroyed by fire associated with this project. 

 
E. The Tsurai Village site, the Trinidad Cemetery, the Holy Trinity Church and the 

Memorial Lighthouse are important historic resources. Any landform alterations or 
structural construction within one hundred feet of the Tsurai Study Area, as defined 
in the Trinidad general plan, or within one hundred feet of the lots on which identified 
historical resources are located shall be reviewed to ensure that public views are not 
obstructed and that development does not crowd them and thereby reduce their 
distinctiveness or subject them to abuse or hazards. Response: The proposed 
project is not within 100 feet of the Holy Trinity Church, the Memorial Lighthouse, or 
the Cemetery. The project is within the Tsurai Study Area and adjacent to the village 
site. Public viewsheds are discussed above. The village site is not accessible by the 
public. The proposed structure will not be any closer to the village then the existing 
structures. However, addition of the second story could impact the privacy and 
viewshed from within the village. No specific comments from the TAS about this 
have been received at the time of this staff report. The applicants are willing to 
remove the west facing second story window to minimize privacy impacts. The 
applicants will be required to hire a cultural monitor to be onsite during any soil 
disturbing activities. Proper protocols will have to be followed in the event any 
artifacts are found during construction. 

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based on the above analysis, and barring public input, the project can be found to be 
consistent with the City’s Zoning Ordinance, Grading Ordinance, General Plan, Coastal 
Act, and other applicable policies and regulations. Therefore the necessary findings for 
granting approval of the project can be made. If the Planning Commission agrees with 
staff’s analysis, a proposed motion might be similar to the following:  
 
Proposed Motion for Approval 
Based on application materials, information and findings included in this Staff Report, 
and based on public testimony, I move to adopt the information and required findings in 
this staff report and approve the project as described in this staff report and as 
conditioned herein. 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION ALTERNATIVES 
 
If the Planning Commission does not agree with staff’s analysis, or if information is 
presented during the hearing that conflicts with the information contained in the staff 
report, the Planning Commission has several alternatives. 

A.  Add conditions of approval to address any specific concerns on the part of the 
Commission or the public. 
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B.  Delay action / continue the hearing to obtain further information. 
• In this case, the Planning Commission should specify any additional 

information required from staff or the applicant and / or suggestions on how to 
modify the project and / or conditions of approval. 

C.  Denial of the project. 
• The Planning Commission should provide a motion that identifies the 

Finding(s) that can not be made and giving the reasons for the inability to 
make said Finding(s). 

 
Alternative Motion for Denial 
If the Commission does not agree with staff’s analysis, or if the public presents evidence 
that conflicts with the findings contained in this staff report, the Commission may choose 
to deny the project. 

Based on public testimony and information included in the application, I find that the 
project is inconsistent with the City’s Zoning Ordinance and General Plan and / or 
that Design Review Finding(s) “---“ can not be made because ---, and I move to deny 
the project. 

 
Alternative Motion for Continuance 
Based on the above analysis, and as conditioned below, the proposed project can be 
found to be consistent with the City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. However, the 
Planning Commission may find that additional information is needed in order for them to 
make a decision. The proposed motion might be similar to: 

Based on the information submitted in the application, and included in the staff 
report and public testimony, I move to continue the project to ------- and request that 
the following information or documents be provided... 

 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
1. The applicant is responsible for reimbursing the City for all costs associated with 

processing this application, including inspections and other City staff work 
necessary after project approval. Responsibility: City Clerk to verify prior to final 
inspection. 

 
2. Based on the findings that community values may change in a year’s time, 

design review approval is for a two-year period starting at the effective date and 
expiring thereafter unless an extension is requested from the Planning 
Commission prior to that time. Responsibility: City Clerk to verify prior to final 
sign off by the City Engineer and City Planner. 

 
3. The applicant is responsible for submitting proof that a statement on the deed, in 

a form approved by the City Attorney, has been recorded indicating that any 
increase in the number of bedrooms above a total of two bedrooms or use of the 
property in excess of a single unit will require City approval of adequate sewage 
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disposal capabilities and other applicable standards. Responsibility: Building 
Official to verify prior to building permits being issued. 

 
4. Recommended conditions of the City Building Official shall be required to be met 

as part of the building permit application submittal. Grading, drainage and street 
improvements will need to be specifically addressed at the time of building permit 
application. Responsibility: Building Official prior to building permits being issued. 

 
5. The applicant shall employ a qualified cultural monitor, from the Yurok Tribe, 

Tsurai Ancestral Society or Trinidad Rancheria to monitor any and all soil 
disturbing activities during construction. Responsibility: Applicant and City to 
ensure during construction. 

 
6. Construction related activities are to occur in a manner that incorporates storm 

water runoff and erosion control measures in order to account for water quality 
considerations near the bluffs. The erosion control plan shall incorporate all the 
recommendations of 6.12 of the R-1 Soils Report. Specific water quality goals 
include, but are not limited to: 

  a. Limiting sediment loss resulting from construction 
  b. Limiting the extent and duration of land disturbing activities 
  c. Replacing vegetation as soon as possible 
  d. Maintaining natural drainage conditions 

Responsibility: Building Official to Confirm at time building permits are issued. 
 
7. An open space easement for those portions of the lot outside of the building 

envelope / developed area shall be recorded in order to protect the natural and 
scenic character of that area. Annual maintenance of vegetation shall be allowed 
to control non-native species and trimming of annual growth to maintain the 
existing yard area and viewshed. Responsibility: City Clerk to verify prior to final 
project sign off. 

 
8. The applicant shall offer a dedication of public access easement for the right to 

pass and repass along the shoreline, between the mean high tide line and the 
first line of terrestrial vegetation, or 25 feet, whichever is greater, unless the 
applicants can show that their property does not extend on to the beach below 
the first line of vegetation. Responsibility: City Clerk to verify prior to final project 
sign off. 

 
9. A drainage and / or stormwater runoff plan shall be required to be prepared as 

part of the building permit. The drainage plan shall conform to the 
recommendations of the 6.11 of the R-1 Soils Report. In addition, runoff will be 
directed away from the bluff and away from the septic system and will be 
conveyed in a manner that does not concentrate flow. Responsibility: City 
Engineer and/or Building Official as part of the building permit requirements. 
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10. The applicant shall offer a dedication of 25 foot wide public access easement for 
the right to pass and repass along the existing Parker Creek Trail. The following 
conditions shall apply within that easement: Responsibility: City Clerk to verify 
prior to final project sign off. 

1. Motorized access shall not be allowed; 
2. Foot trail portions of the easement shall not exceed 10 feet in utilized width; 
3. Buffer zone areas on the unutilized portions of the foot trails shall not be 
open to the public. 
 

11. All construction activity shall minimize the removal of vegetation, minimize altera-
tion of natural landforms and adverse impacts on the scenic qualities of the area 
including minimizing the degree of visibility from beaches, shorelines, stream 
corridors, and other public viewpoints. Responsibility: City Planner to verify prior 
to final project sign off. 

 
12. The applicant and contractor are responsible for ensuring all provisions of the 

City’s grading ordinance are met to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and that 
any other requirements of the City Engineer are met to his satisfaction. 
Responsibility: City Engineer to ensure prior to and during construction. 

 
13. All recommendations of the Engineering-Geologic Exploration R-1 Soils Report 

are required to be met, including 6.2-6.12 and 7.1. Responsibility: City Engineer 
and/or Building Official as part of the building permit requirements. 

 
 
14. As part of the septic system repair, the applicants shall be required to install 

either a pretreatment unit or monitoring wells as described in this staff report. 
Responsibility: Building Official to verify prior to building permits being issued and 
during construction. 

 
15. Construction related activities are to occur in a manner that does not impact the 

integrity of the primary or reserve sewage disposal areas. The leachfield area 
shall be staked and flagged to keep equipment off the area. Alternatively, a 
written description of techniques/timing to be utilized to protect the system will be 
required from the contractor. If the existing system area is impacted by 
construction activities, an immediate Stop-Work Order will be placed on the 
project. The builder will be required to file a mitigation report for approval by the 
City and County Health Department prior to permitting additional work to occur. A 
Copy of the report is to go to the building official and into the conditions 
compliance folder. Responsibility: Building Official to verify prior to building 
permits being issued and during construction. 

 
16. Applicant to provide method for City to verify height measurements (such as a 

reference stake) before and during the roof framing inspection and upon project 
completion. The height of the structure, as measured from the average ground 
elevation to the highest point of the roof, shall not exceed 25 ft. Responsibility: 
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Building Official to confirm at time building permits are issued and during 
construction inspections.  

 
17. Only native vegetation shall be planted in the ground on the property. No 

irrigation is allowed to be installed without further review and approval by the 
City. Responsibility: Applicants to ensure on an ongoing basis. 

 
18. Lighting will conform to the submitted lighting plan. All lighting will be shielded, 

screened and / or directed downward so that it does not shine outside of the 
designated construction area. Responsibility: Building Official to verify prior to 
building permits being issued and during construction. 

 
19.  The proposed western-facing second story window shall either be removed or 

constructed with opaque glass to maintain the privacy of the Tsurai Village. 
Responsibility: Building Official to verify prior to building permits being issued and 
during construction. 
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AEP Span Color Performance Data
Please note that color specific CRRC Notification of Product Rating  can be produced upon request

CA Title 

24

CRRC 

Reference 

Number

Solar 

Reflectance 

(Init.)

Thermal 

Emittance 

(Init.)

SRI 

Init.

Low 

Slope

Steep 

Slope

Solar 

Reflectance 

(Init.)

Thermal 

Emittance 

(Init.)

SRI 

Init.

Low 

Slope

Steep 

Slope

1014-0002 0.68 0.30 65   0.68 0.30 65 

0818-0027 0.25 0.83 22  0.33 0.84 33 

0818-0039 0.35 0.83 35  0.40 0.84 43 

0818-0028 0.25 0.83 22  0.30 0.83 29 

0818-0031 0.35 0.83 35  0.40 0.84 43 

0818-0033 0.55 0.83 63  0.60 0.84 70 

0818-0042 0.45 0.83 49  0.51 0.84 58 

0818-0034 0.32 0.83 31  0.35 0.83 36 

0818-0035 0.32 0.83 31  0.32 0.83 32 

0818-0044 0.70 0.83 84   0.73 0.83 88  

0818-0036 0.55 0.83 63  0.63 0.84 74 

0818-0003 0.35 0.75 32  0.57 0.82 65 

0818-0004 0.35 0.75 32  0.37 0.84 39 

0818-0006 0.35 0.75 32  0.48 0.83 53 

0818-0038 0.35 0.75 32  0.48 0.84 54 

0818-0007 0.25 0.83 22  0.33 0.84 33 

0818-0008 0.25 0.83 22  0.30 0.84 29 

0818-0009 0.35 0.83 35  0.40 0.85 43 

0818-0010 0.35 0.83 35  0.37 0.85 39 

0818-0011 0.32 0.83 31  0.43 0.85 47 

0818-0012 0.25 0.83 22  0.30 0.84 29 

0818-0048 0.32 0.83 31  0.34 0.85 35 

0818-0014 0.25 0.83 22  0.29 0.86 29 

0818-0015 0.25 0.83 22  0.30 0.85 30 

0818-0046 0.25 0.83 22  0.30 0.84 29 

0818-0016 0.25 0.83 22  0.34 0.85 35 

0818-0037 0.35 0.83 35  0.39 0.84 41 

0818-0017 0.25 0.83 22  0.42 0.85 46 

0818-0018 0.25 0.83 22  0.32 0.84 32 

0818-0047 0.45 0.83 49  0.51 0.84 58 

0818-0019 0.32 0.83 31  0.34 0.83 34 

0818-0020 0.45 0.83 49  0.49 0.84 55 

0818-0049 0.70 0.83 84   0.73 0.84 88  

1014-0003 0.30 0.70 22 0.30 0.70 22

All ratings listed above are initial readings.  Three year performance data is located on the CRRC website and is based on CRRC color families.
A - Reflectivity data for Bare ZINCALUME is actual 3 year weathered solar reflectivity data.

ZINCALUME® is a registered trademark of BlueScope LTD
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  COOL OLD TOWN GRAY

  COOL WEATHERED COPPER
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PRODUCT DESCRIPTION
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(using ASTM C1549, C1371, & E1980)
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